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ingly. State v. Russell, 41 Conn., 433. If a man marry a widow he is not 
bound on contracts for the support of her children. Attridge v. Billings, 
57 111., 489. If a husband's misconduct compels his wife to leave him he 
is still liable on her contracts. Hults v. Gibbs, 66 Pa. State, 360; Pierpont 
v. Wilson, 49 Conn., 350. Though the pair be separated by agreement, 
if there be no allowance for her or if it fail or be insufficient, he is liable. 
Pearson v. Darrington, 32 Al., 227 ; Ross v. Ross, 69 111., 569. 

Judicial Sales — Vacating — Inadequate Consideration. — Mangold v. 
Bacon, 141 S. W. (Mo.), 650. — Held, equity will set aside a sheriff's sale 
on the sole ground that the consideration received was so grossly inade- 
quate as to shock the conscience, even if there are no other equitable con- 
siderations authorizing its vacation. 

It is well established that as a general rule, a judicial sale will not be 
set aside on account of mere inadequacy in the price realized. Parker v. 
Bluff ton Car Wheel Co., 108 Ala., 140; Harman v. Copenhaver, 89 Va., 
836; Babcock v. Canfield, 36 Kans., 437; Dircks v. Logsdon, 59 Md., 173; 
Obrien v. Hilburn, 22 Tex., 616. But if the inadequacy of the price 
obtained be so gross as to shock the conscience of the Court, the sale will 
be set aside. Blanks v. Farmers L. & T. Co., 122 Fed., 849 ; Coles v. Coles, 
83 Va., 525 ; Daly v. Ely, 51 N. J. Eq., 104. Then by other courts the sale 
may be set aside where inadequacy is so great as to raise a presumption of 
fraud. Quick v. Collins, 197 111., 391 ; Johnson v. Avery, 60 Minn., 262. Or 
when in connection with the inadequacy of price there are other circum- 
stances having a tendency to cause such inadequacy or any apparent unfair- 
ness or impropriety the sale may be set aside. Beck v. May,. 163 111., 547; 
Wood v. Drury, 56 Kans., 409. And the greater such inadequacy of price, 
the slighter may be the circumstances of fraud, accident or mistake. 
Schroeder v. Young, 161 W. S., 334; Bean v. Haffendorfer, 84 Ky., 685. 
It is also well settled that inadequacy of price will have a great influence 
towards inducing a court to set aside a judicial sale where the objection 
is for setting aside the sale after confirmation. Jennings v. Dumphy, 174 
111., 86; Branch v. Griffin, 99 N. G, 173. But a court of chancery cannot 
set aside a public sale regularly made by an officer not acting under its. 
direction, notwithstanding the price was grossly inadequate. March v. 
Ludlum, 3 Sandf. (N. Y.), 38. 

Libel and Slander — Libelous Words per se — "Libel". — Cohen v. 
New York Times Co., 132 N. Y. Supp., l.—Held, that it is libelous per se 
to publish of a living person that he is dead, because exposing him to 
ridicule; a libel being a malicious publication tending to expose one to. 
public hatred, contempt or ridicule. 

A libel is a malicious publication, expressed either in printing or in 
writing, or by signs and pictures tending either to blacken the memory of 
one dead or the reputation of one who is alive, and expose him to public 
hatred, contempt or ridicule. Commonwealth v. Clap, 4 Mass., 163. The 
enjoyment of a private reputation unassailed is as much a constitutional 
right as the right to life, liberty and property. Park v. Detroit Free Press 
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Pub. Co., 72 Mich., 560. The law will presume general damage to result 
from the publication of defamatory matter, although no actual pecuniary 
loss has in fact resulted, Hanson v. Krehbiel, 68 Kan., 670, the words from 
which the law presumes injury in such case being deemed actionable per se. 
Pratt v. Pioneer Press Co., 35 Minn., 251. Accordingly, it may be stated 
as a general proposition that words written or printed may be libelous and 
actionable per se, that is actionable without any allegations of special dam- 
ages, if they tend to expose the plaintiff to public hatred, contempt, ridi- 
cule or aversion, and to induce an evil opinion of him in the minds of right 
thinking persons, and to deprive him of their friendly intercourse and 
society, even though the same words if spoken would not have been action- 
able. Farley v. Evening Chronicle Pub. Co., 113 Mo. App., 216; Obaugh v. 
Finn, 4 Ark., 110. In order to be libelous per se it is not essential that the 
words should contain an imputation of crime, Gallagher v. Bryant, 44 N. Y. 
App. Div., 527, nor is scandalous matter necessary to make a libel. Watson 
v. Trask, 6 Ohio, 531. Mere general abuse and scurrility, however ill- 
natured and vexatious, is no more actionable when written than when 
spoken, if it does not convey degrading charges or imputations. Rice v. 
Simmons, 2 Harr. (Del.), 417. Some courts hold that malice is not a 
necessary ingredient to a cause of action for libel or slander. Cady v. 
Brooklyn Union Pub. Co., 51 N. Y. Supp., 198. But in all courts the law 
implies malice from the publication of words actionable per se, and no 
actual malice is essential to a recovery. Mitchell v. Milholland, 106 111., 175; 
Owen v. Dewey, 107 Mich., 67. 



Libel and Slander — Privileged Communications — Discharge of 
Duty to Public. — Bingham v. Gaynor, 96 N. E., 84 (N. Y.). — Held, that 
a communication concerning a public official, made to his superior or 
person empowered to redress a wrong, is privileged, though the statements 
are untrue, where the person making them acts in good faith and has a 
legal or moral duty as a citizen or otherwise to make such communication. 

To comment upon the acts or conduct of a public man is the right of 
every citizen. Duffy v. N. Y. Evening Post Co., 96 N. Y. Supp., 629. No 
action for libel or slander lies for a petition or remonstrance imputing 
want of integrity or other cause of unfitness to a public officer or employee, 
subject to removal by or under the supervision of the officer or board to 
whom the communication is addressed, provided such communication be 
made in good faith and without malice. Kent v. Bongarts, 15 R. I., 72; 
Frank v. Dessena, 5 N. J. Law J., 185. But to come within this rule the 
officer or board addressed must have some interest or duty in the matter. 
Hebditch v. Mcllwaine, 2 Q. B., 54 (1894) ; Erber v. Dun, 12 Fed., 526. 
But the right to criticize does not embrace the right to make false state- 
ments of fact, to attack the private character of an officer, or to falsely 
impute to him malfeasance or misconduct in office. Negley v. Farrow, 60 
Md.,T58. In some jurisdictions, however, it is held that even though the 
statements are not strictly true, the defendant is not liable if there was 
probable cause for the statements and no proof of express malice. O'Rourke 
v. Lewiston Daily Sun Pub. Co., 89 Me., 310. 



